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James H . Lesar 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 
1231 FOURTH STREET, 8. W. 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20024 

Tclephonc (202) 404-0023 

August 15, 1975 



Mr., Russell Stetler 
424 North Street 

Oakland, Calif. 94609 i 

Dear Mr. Stetler: 

Thanks for sending me a copy of the introduction and conclusion 
to the excerpt which you are reprinting from Whitewash IV . 

Because I am writing James Earl Ray's appeal brief, I can't 
spare the time to give you detailed criticisms. In any event, I am 
not an expert on spectrographic analysis or the assassination of 
President Kennedy. For criticisms of accuracy and content, of which • 

I am sure there are some, I would urge that you solicit the opinion 
of Harold Weisberg. 

I am unhappy with the writing, which lacks focus. I am dis- 
turbed by the failure to mention certain elemental facts which the 
reader ought to have. Harold Weisberg was the first critic to call 
attention to the significance of the spectrographic analyses. On 
May 23, 1966, he wrote J. Edgar Hoover demanding that the test re- 
sults be made public. Since then he has filed two lawsuits to force 
their disclosure. Yet these facts, which help give the reader a • 
better perspective and accurate specific information, are not 
mentioned. Except for the one instance where it is impossible to 
avoid, all mention of Weisberg is excized. Instead there are vague 
general references to "critics", a category which in the minds of 
many of your readers includes Skolnick, A.J. Weberman, and the latest 
escapee from the nearest nuthouse. I think credit ought to be given 
where it is due, to Weisberg, not to the crazies or to his unequal 
imitators, Wecht and Nichols. To do otherwise is bad scholarship and 
worse politics: 

The statement that in April, 1975, "the FBI released 73 pages of 
raw data from the spectrographic tests to Harold Weisberg" is factually 
inaccurate, but I don't know what the correct figure is, since I've 
left the counting of pages to Harold. 

Sincerely yours. 




cc: Paul Hoch 

Peter Dale Scott 



intro to Jim Leaor on the spectro evidence 

... The FBI per forme a comparisons , on certain bullet -fragments found 
in the wounds w of President Kennedy and Governor Connally and on larger 
fragment a^foundl. Iu .tho limousine, floor^and on a hospital stretcherj| . 
Critics of the Warren Commission were struck by the limited claims 
expressed in the language of the Hearings and of supporting FBI 
statements# An FBI report to the Balias police, for example, notes 
.that the testa show the load : in the fragments in 1 question is "similar" 
^npt that • all components of the core ’are or are not present in 
^identical amounts* v In a letter to. .the Commission’o- General Counsel, 

J# Lee Rankin, FBI Director J* Edgar Hoover referred to the more 
sensitive Neutron Activation Analyses which supplemented tho spectro 
tests. He indicated that it was not possible to tell which of the 
larger fragments any particular minute fragment came from*, since 
^thore was no. significant difference between the larger fragments, 

But^ Hoover failed to comment .on . the more, important, question of 
whether any of the minute fragments did not come from the larger ones* 

, The technique of spectrographio analysis is to induce the 

jj- 

chemioal elements of a sample to emit a speotrum, which is then / 

photographed.' Analysis of the spectrum reveals which elements are 1 
present and in what -,pGraentages . Two fragments cannot originate 
from^one source. .unless their spectra are. identical in tho elements 
revealed and in the percentages of each element* Identity under 
such analysis is necessary, but not sufficient, to establish the 
common orlgin : of two fragments. Thus, one set of findings in the 
FBI tests would be consistent with the Warren Import 1 s finding of 
a lone gunman, without establishing the certainty that all the 
fragments came from one gun. , But any other findings . would conclu- 
sively disprove the Report *3, conclusion. 

In the case of the spectro tests , * the Commission did not follow 
its usual procedure of introducing. each report into evidence as a 
Commission Exhibit . -Instead , an FBI ballistics export' was asked'to : 
describe the results of the testa and to confirm that the report 
would remain t in .the .permanent .files of, the. FBI. The, absence of the 

;• . •* *** 1 v • 

data from the ' Commission* s files" and Hhe peculiar wording of all 
references ' to the tests heightened! ; critics 1 curiosity and prompted 
a number of attempts\to obtdin^fche test results. Author Harold 
We is berg ultim ately ' *iLo&^j, suit^uh<er the Freedom of Information Act. 
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Bis lawy,r,(^ Loser, Bsscrlbes th. resultin* 

e.pa i (tS!-m.L j <i). v>M.K'rn 

concluding note to Leear on apectro evidence 

A ’ >r “ 1975 ' th * ™ «!•«=•» 73 pa e «s of raw data fr „„ the 
epee trographio testa to Harold Woisberg. Another researches who ha- 

• tl“ t T ”'/ 00 “ 3 ““ t "‘ yel ° al »r. John tTichols, c'Ji™ 

"errors "anl h“°‘ “"T b,an / ral « as '> d "1» Incomplete, contains 
rors, and has es.ontial factors missing... On Kay ,, Cyril 

Wacht decUred that «lt is too early to draw conclusions no to 

ZlBe data ^ significance... At this writing Vaisberg is persist!.* , 

is court can, to achieve ; <aed certify) f„u disclosure. 
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